REMARKS 



The Office Action dated June 13, 2007 has been reviewed carefully and the 
application amended in a sincere effort to place the application in condition for 
allowance. Accordingly, reconsideration of the rejection of the claims, which have 
been amended directly or indirectly, and allowance of the same, are respectfully 
requested on the basis of the following remarks. 

Upon entry of this amendment claims 1-12 and 14-22. Claim 13 has been 
canceled. 

Support for the amendments to the claims as well as new claims 21 and 22 can 
be found in the claims, paragraphs [0064] - [0087], and the Figures as originally filed. 

Rejection of claims 1 and 4-5 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1 and 4-5 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) for 
allegedly being unpatentable over Fukuoka (U.S. Pat. No. 6,238,746) in light of 
Takeuchi(JP 61-171527). 

Fukuoka appears to disclose a painting method and apparatus in which five to 
eight primary color paints are transferred along corresponding paint-transferring lines 
and one or more of the colored paints are mixed in an agitating unit 7 to form a paint 
which is later transferred to a spray gun G. See abstract. 

One of the objectives of Fukuoka is to reduce the total amount of organic 
solvent that is utilized to clean a paint system. The reasons for this objective are listed 
throughout the Fukuoka patent. See column 2, lines 8-17. In order to accomplish this 
objective, Fukuoka appears to disclose a paint system wherein the distance between 
the paint changing unit 32 (i.e., the agitating unit 7) and the spray gun G is shortened 
(i.e., the paint-transferring passage 5 between the agitating unit 7 and the spray gun G 
is of a short distance). In other words, the agitating unit 7 is positioned in close 
proximity to the spray gun G. See column 6, lines 53-57. 

The Examiner has conceded that Fukuoka does not disclose directing the 
coating materials to separate reservoirs once they have been blended. See page 2 of 
the Office Action. 

Accordingly, the Examiner relies on Takeuchi to show this feature. In general, 
Takeuchi appears to disclose a system containing recirculation circuits 8, 8', and 8", 
which are connected to a series of relay tanks 7, 7', and 7", in order to eliminate 
sedimentation of the pigment of the paint that is contained within the relay tanks. 
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The Examiner contends that one skilled in the art would have modified the 
apparatus disclosed in Fukuoka such that the apparatus would contain the reservoirs 
that are disclosed in Takeuchi in order to prevent sedimentation of the pigments in the 
system. See page 2 of the Office Action. 

The Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's contention. As stated 
above, the primary purpose of Takeuchi is to decrease the distance between the 
agitator 7 and the spray gun G in order to decrease the amount of organic solvent that 
is utilized to clean the system. This is done in order to decrease the amount of 
discharge and waste material that is emitted from the factory. By modifying the 
apparatus that is disclosed in Takeuchi with the reservoirs that are disclosed in 
Fukuoka, this particular purpose of the Takeuchi apparatus would no longer be met 
since more solvent would be needed to clean the system between paint colors due to 
the inevitable increase in the distance between the agitator 7 and the spray gun G. 
Moreover, the need to clean the reservoir itself between paint coiors will contribute to 
an increase in the utilization of organic solvent in the modified apparatus. 

Because the modification that is suggested by the Examiner would render the 
Takeuchi apparatus unsuitable for its intended purpose (i.e., to reduce the total 
amount of organic solvent used to clean the system between paint colors) the 
combination of Takeuchi and Fukuoka is improper. 

Moreover, there is not teaching and/or suggestion within either of the 
references that justifies the combination that is set forth by the Examiner. This Is 
especially true in light of the fact that each of the references are attempting to solve 
two completely different problems, 

Since the combination of Takeuchi and Fukuoka does not teach every feature 
that is recited in amended claim 1 and because one skilled in the art would not 
combine the two references for the reasons stated above, the Applicants submit that 
amended claim 1, and claims 4 and 5 which depend from amended claim 1, are in 
condition for allowance. 

Rejection of claims 2-3 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

The Examiner has rejected claims 2-3 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) for an allegedly 
being unpatentable over Fukuoka in light of Takeuchi and further in light of Hetland 
(WO 89/06181). 

The Examiner admits that the combination of Fukuoka and Takeuchi does not 
teach that the substrate is positioned on a rotatable turntable. See page 2 of the 
Office Action. The Examiner, therefore, relies on Hetland to show this feature. 
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However, as stated above, the combination of Fukuoka and Takeuchi is 
improper. Moreover, a combination of Fukuoka and Hetiand or Takeuchi and Hetland 
does not disclose and/or suggest every feature that is recited in ciaim 1 from which 
claims 2-3 depend. The Applicants, therefore, submit that claims 2-3 are in condition 
for allowance. 

Rejection of claim 6 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

The Examiner has rejected claim 6 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) for an allegedly 
being unpatentable over Fukuoka in light of Takeuchi and further in light of Jaffe (U.S. 
Pat. No. 5,871 ,827). 

The Examiner admits that the combination of Fukuoka and Takeuchi does not 
teach that the coating source further includes a plurality of coating components 
comprising effect pigments. The Examiner, therefore, relies on Jaffe to show this 
feature. 

In general, Jaffe appears to disclose an automotive finish that contains an 
opaque, light interference pigment that is incorporated into a topcoat or a midcoat 
which is applied over a colored basecoat. See Summary. For a variety of reasons 
stated therein, Jaffe utilizes an opaque, light interference pigment in the colored 
basecoat in lieu of traditional effect pigments (e.g., transparent organic and/or 
inorganic pigment with a metal). See Background. 

As stated above, the Applicants submit that the combination of Takeuchi and 
Fukuoka is improper. Moreover, the Applicants submit that one skilled in the art would 
not combine Jaffe with Takeuchi and Fukuoka. 

One of the objectives of Fukuoka is to reduce the total amount of paint that is 
applied onto a substrate. This can be accomplished in two ways. First, the thickness 
of a top coating layer, which is applied over a surfacer painting layer (which is applied 
over the substrate), can be reduced. In order to accomplish this particular objective, 
Fukuoka discloses that the surfacer painting layer has the same or a substantially 
similar color to that used in the top coating layer. See column 6, lines 60-66. Second, 
the top coating layer may not be applied to some areas of the substrate. Again, this is 
accomplished by using a top coating layer that has the same or a substantially similar 
color to that used in the surfacer painting layer. See column 6, line 66, to column 7, 
line 5. 

Because the surfacer painting layer and the top coating layer are required to 
have the same or a substantially similar color, one skilled in the art would not utilize a 
coating source that further includes a plurality of second coating components 
comprising effect pigments. Therefore, one skilled in the art would not modify Fukuoka 
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with the effect pigment containing material of Jaffe since such a modification would 
render the system disclosed in Fukuoka inoperable for its intended purpose. 

Moreover, the Applicants submit that there is no teaching and/or suggestion 
within the references to make the combination that is set forth by the Examiner since 
all three references are attempting to solve three completely different problems. 

For the reasons stated in the preceding paragraphs, the Applicants submit that 
the combination of Fukuoka, Takeuchi, and Jaffe is improper, and that claim 6 is in 
condition for allowance. 

Rejection of claims 7. 9. 11-12, and 18-19 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

The Examiner has rejected claims 7, 9, 11-12, and 18-19 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) for allegedly being unpatentable over Jaffe in light of Retamal (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,494,608). 

The Examiner concedes that Jaffe does not disclose the feature that the 
second basecoat layer is applied by a dynamic coating system. See page 3 of the 
Office Action. The Examiner, therefore, relies on Retamal in order to show this 
feature. 

Claims 7 and 17 have been amended to recite that the dynamic coating system 
comprises: (i) a plurality of coating sources; (ii) a mixer directly connected to the 
plurality of coating sources; (iii) a plurality of reservoirs connected directly to the mixer; 
and (iv) one or more applicators connected directly to one or more of the reservoirs. It 
should be noted that as used herein, "directly" means that there are no intervening 
components in between the two connected components. For example, there are no 
intervening components, such as a tank, between the plurality of coating sources and 
the mixer since the mixer is directly connected to the plurality of coating sources. 

Jaffe does disclose and/or suggest the features that are now recited in 
amended claim 7. Moreover, Retamal does not disclose the features that are now 
recited in amended claim 7 either. At most, Retamal discloses that the storage tank 41 
is connected to the nozzles 53,53 via the mixer 21. See FIG. 9 and column 8, lines 
27-32. 

Because the combination of Jaffe and Retamal does not disclose every feature 
that is recited in Applicant's amended claims 7 and 18, the Applicants submit that 
these claims as well as claims 9, 11-12, and 19 are in condition for allowance. 

Rejection of claim 8 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
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The Examiner has rejected claim 8 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) for allegedly being 
unpatentable over Jaffe in light of Retamal and further in light of Rockrath (U.S. Pat. 
No. 5,981,080). 

The Examiner concedes that the combination of Jaffe and Retamal does not 
teach a first basecoat wherein the first basecoat comprises an effect pigment. See 
page 4 of the Office Action. The Examiner, therefore, relies on Rockrath to show this 
feature. 

As stated above, the combination of Jaffe and Retamal does not disclose 
and/or suggest every feature that is recited in amended claim 7 from which claim 8 
depends. Moreover, a combination of Jaffe and Rockrath or Retamal and Rockrath 
also does not discloses overcome this shortcoming. Therefore, the Applicants submit 
that claim 8 is in condition for allowance. 

Rejection of claim 10 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

The Examiner has rejected claim 10 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) for allegedly being 
unpatentable over Jaffe in light of Retamal and further in light of Nakazono (U.S. Pat. 
No. 5,647,535). 

The Examiner concedes that the combination of Jaffe and Retamal does not 
teach a non-dynamic coating system that includes at least one bell applicator or at 
least one gun applicator. See page 4 of the Office Action. The Examiner, therefore, 
relies on Nakazono to show this feature. 

Because the combination of Jaffe and Retamal does not disclose and/or 
suggest every feature that is recited in amended claim 7 from which claim 10 depends. 
Moreover, a combination of Jaffe and Nakazono or Retamal and Nakazono also does 
not overcome this shortcoming. The Applicants, therefore, submit that claim 10 is in 
condition for allowance. 

Rejection of claim 13 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

The Examiner has rejected claim 13 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) for allegedly being 
unpatentable over Jaffe in light of Retamal and further in light of Takeuchi. 

The Examiner concedes that the combination of Jaffe and Retamal does not 
teach a dynamic coating system having a plurality of reservoirs. See page 5 of the 
Office Action. The Examiner, therefore, relies on Takeuchi to show this feature. 

As stated above, the combination of Jaffe and Retamal does not disclose 
and/or suggest every feature that is recited in amended claim 7 from which claim 13 
depends. The Applicants, therefore, submit that claim 13 is condition for allowance. 
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Additionally, the Applicants disagree with the Examiner's contention that one 
skilled in the art would have included the reservoirs taught in Takeuchi in the 
combination of Jaffe and Retamal. As the Examiner admits, the reservoirs in Takeuchi 
form a portion of a recirculation system that is used to prevent the sedimentation of 
pigments in the paint system. See page 2 of the Office Action. In Retamal, however, 
the paint that is stored in storage tank 41 is transferred through mixer 21, which can 
mix the paint and prevent sedimentation of the paint's pigment, prior to the being 
canned through nozzles 53. In other words, there would be no need to add the 
reservoirs disclosed in Takeuchi into the combination of Jaffe and Retamal since 
Retamal already has a mechanism for preventing pigment sedimentation. Accordingly, 
the combination of these references is improper. 

Re jection of claim 14-15 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

The Examiner has rejected claims 14-15 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) for 
allegedly being unpatentable over Jaffe in light of Retamal and further in light of Dutt 
(U.S. Pat. Publ. No. 2004/0028823). 

Claim 14 has been amended to recite that the dynamic coating system 
comprises: (i) a plurality of coating sources; (ii) a mixer directly connected to the 
plurality of coating sources; (iii) a plurality of reservoirs connected directly to the mixer; 
and (iv) one or more applicators connected directly to one or more of the reservoirs. 

The combination of Jaffe and Retamal does not disclose and/or suggest every 
feature that is recited in amended claims 14, and 18 from which claims 15 and 20 
depend, respectively. Moreover, a combination of Jaffe and Dutt or Retamat and Dutt 
also does not overcome this shortcoming. Therefore, the Applicants submit that 
claims 14-15 and 20 are in condition for allowance. 

Rejection of claim 17 under 35 U.S.C. 103( a ) 

The Examiner has rejected claim 17 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) for allegedly being 
unpatentable over Jaffe in light of Retamal. As stated above, the combination of Jaffe 
and Retamal does not disclose every feature that is recited in amended claim 14 from 
which claim 17 depends. Accordingly, the Applicants submit that claim 17 is in 
condition for allowance. 

Rejection of claim 16 under 35 U.S.C. 103fa) 

The Examiner has rejected claim 14-15 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) for 
allegedly being unpatentable over Jaffe in light of Retamal and further in light of 
Rockrath. 
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As stated above, the combination of Jaffe and Retamal does not disclose 
and/or suggest every feature that is recited in claim 14 from which claim 16 depends. 
Moreover, a combination of Jaffe and Rockrath or Retamal and Rockrath also does not 
disclose overcome this shortcoming. The Applicants, therefore, submit that claim 16 is 
in condition for allowance. 

Conclusion 

In light of the foregoing arguments, it is submitted that claims 1-12 and 14-22 
are in proper form for issuance of a Notice of Allowance and such action is respectfully 
requested at an early date. 




submitted, 



Attorney for Applicants 
Reg. No. 55,109 
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PPG Industries, Inc. 
One PPG Place 
Pittsburgh, PA 15272 
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